Introduction
The global financial crisis of 2008 demonstrated the need for an urgent and comprehensive revision of financial market products, instruments and players. 1 The root of the crisis stemmed from mortgage lending in the United States: a lot of loans were given out to borrowers with questionable credit histories. 2 A number of these risky loans were pooled together to become securities and were sold as such to investors worldwide. 3 The securitization of these mortgages was meant to spread the risk G-20 are Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United States, and the European Union. 16 The decisions that the G-20 produces are based on consensus and are not legally binding. 17 Despite the absence of a formal legal force, the organization can still have a profound effect on international financial regulation. 18 Firstly, the G-20 members control the majority of the votes in the International Financial Institutions. 19 Secondly, these member states make up eighty-five percent of the world's GDP; therefore, they can exert great financial pressure to force compliance with their rules. 20 Although securities regulators do not participate in the G-20 meetings, the organization still expresses a number of opinions and communiqués regarding macroprudential regulation of securities firms and products. 21 In the light of the global financial crisis, the G-20 has announced a series of agreed-upon reforms that involved important issues of securities regulation. 22 These reforms include required registration of hedge funds, regulation of Credit Rating Agencies, regulation of derivatives, and enhancement of the accounting recognition of loan loss provision. 23 While it is true that the G-20 does not have the power to enforce its policies and communiqués under the international law, 24 the organization still defines the objectives for the global financial regulation. 25 For example, the G-20 can establish monitoring bodies, enforcement measures and technical assistance providers (also known as "enablers") to aid the countries in their compliance with the newly promulgated rules and standards. 26 This Note will argue that the G-20 has achieved certain evident successes in the area of securities regulation; although there is a lack of regulatory action in shadow banking and a number of structural factors affecting the organization's efficiency in achieving all of its goals, the organization's efforts make a difference. Part A of this note will discuss the G-20 and the Local Currency Bond Market Initiative and evaluate its success on the example of ESMID program. Part B will discuss the creation of the Financial Stability Board (reorganizing of the Financial Stability Forum as the Financial Stability Board (FSB)) and the board's achievements. Part C will discuss the relationship between the International Organization of Securi- 16 . G20 Members, G20, http://g20.org.tr/about-g20/g20-members/ [https:// perma.cc/CTW5-RPQC].
17. ties Commissions (IOSCO) and the G-20 and IOSCO's efforts to encourage compliance with securities regulations. Parts A through C will evaluate the effectiveness of each initiative as well as its shortcomings and reasons behind these weaknesses.
Part D will discuss the role of the G-20 in the cross-border securities investments area. Parts A through D will analyze the factors affecting the G-20's ability to achieve uniform and voluntary compliance with the promulgated policies and standards regarding securities regulation. One of such factors lies in the ultimate nature of the G-20: the organization can set standards and encourage the members to comply with them, but it cannot internationally enforce its own laws. Additionally, it is important to keep in mind that securities regulators do not participate in the G-20 meetings because they assume that the systemic risk presented by securities cannot be properly assessed. 27 Part E will discuss credit default swaps, their role in the global financial crisis and the actions taken at the G-20's request. Part F will discuss the crowdfunding, which prominently emerged after the crisis, and its connection to securities regulation. Finally, Part G will conclude with the suggestions for the improvement of the G-20's efficiency in the area of securities regulation and evaluation of the organization's strengths. This Note will conclude by explaining the complexities of securities and securities regulation that complicated the work of the G-20.
I. Background
The need for more uniform international standards in the area of securities regulation was evident even before the global financial crisis of 2008. 28 Moreover, this was not the first time that the G-20 was trying to harmonize securities regulation. 29 The Finance Ministers addressed the topic of securities regulation at the G-7 Finance Ministers Meeting in February 2007 (the G-7 is similar to the G-20 in its mission and structure and includes the leaders of Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States). 30 Ironically, the goal of that meeting was to encourage free trade in securities to liberalize cross-border capital markets. 31 The G-7 leaders failed to realize the riskiness of certain securities, such as the US "subprime" household debt, which was greatly securitized 27 and partly exported to the European Union and other countries. 32 As a result of the domino effect, there was hardly a country left that was not affected by the crisis. 33 This failure and the subsequent crisis as well as a number of other reasons demonstrated that a more inclusive international body needs to supervise harmonization of securities regulation. 34 The G-20 has several advantages over the G-7. Firstly, it includes rapidly developing countries such as China. 35 Secondly, although the global financial crisis came from the most developed countries, its consequences were felt by less developed and poorer countries as well. 36 Therefore, the G-20 is better positioned to create a set of regulations that will accommodate not only a select number of the most developed countries in the world, but also more vulnerable countries. 37
II. Analysis
A. The G-20 and the Local Currency Bond Market Initiative Local Currency Bond Market initiative was the G-20's way to encourage financial deepening after the global financial crisis. 38 Financial deepening is the expansion of the range of instruments, actors, liquidity, and risk sharing capacity to enhance the stability of the international monetary system. 39 Although this initiative was not directed specifically at securities regulation, securities were a part of the financial deepening. 40 For example, the G-20 proposed that the World Bank Group (WBG) would provide technical assistance to the countries with the highest vulnerability due to the size of capital flows relative to the ability of their financial markets to absorb these inflows. 41 As part of this technical assistance, the WBG created Efficient Securities Markets Institutional Development program (ESMID) in Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Nigeria to develop non-government bond markets. 42 Although these sub-Saharan countries were not responsible for the global financial crisis, they had an estimated loss of fifty billion dol- lars. 43 The founders of the program realized that securities contribute to financial and private sector development. 44 Despite their importance for economic development, securities markets are underdeveloped in many emerging countries. 45 Thus, the program facilitated the establishment of a regional Securities Industry Training Institute to train local specialists and enable financial self-sufficiency of the countries. 46 This program also involved the regulators to provide a framework for licensing of market participants in the region. 47 At the end of ESMID program, the WBG Management conducted the assessment of the outcomes of the program. 48 The program produced a number of successful achievements. 49 For example, ESMID helped the participating countries acquire $950 million in new bond issues by streamlining approval and regulatory processes. 50 As a result of the enhancement of financial regulation, the time taken to approve bond issues in Kenya and Tanzania was reduced to forty-five and sixty days, respectively. 51 The ESMID program was especially critical in the emergence of Nigeria's bond market providing affordable medium-to-long term capital to governments and businesses. 52 The program sponsored a number of reforms in the bond-market area (such as streamlining bond issuance procedures, reducing transaction costs, etc.) that produced a number of positive outcomes. 53 The domestic bond market capitalization increased to $36.42 billion, consisting of federal, state and corporate bonds. 54 As a result of increased capitalization, the bond market is more efficient in supplying the long term capital needed to close Nigeria's infrastructure gap which has been estimated at $350 billion over the next ten years. 55 It is fair to say that the WBG's program was a success, considering the results and outcomes in the participant countries. The bond markets of 43 Nigeria and Kenya continue their healthy development. 56 The fact that ESMID is planning expansion into the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean region highlights the success of the program. 57
B. The Financial Stability Forum/Financial Stability Board, the G-20 and Securities
The Financial Stability Board (FSB) was founded in 2009 (through the expansion of the already existing the Financial Stability Forum) to supervise the global financial system. 58 Notably, the FSB's membership is not limited to G-20 membership; the board also includes Hong Kong, Singapore, and Switzerland. 59 The G-20 asked the FSB to support countries in their effort to strengthen financial regulation. 60 First, the G-20 asked the FSB, together with the International Monetary Fund (IMF), to review regulatory and supervisory actions concerning local currency bond markets that affect financial stability and make necessary recommendations. 61 Second, the FSB was appointed to support countries in strengthening financial regulation and supervision to facilitate domestic capital markets. 62 Third, the FSB assumed responsibility for raising the financial stability issues regarding the emerging and developing economies to the G-20. 63 The board's 2009 charter lists the mandates and tasks of the FSB in the context of international financial regulation. 64 Although the list does not specifically mention securities regulation, review of the charter's remainder reveals that securities regulation is one of its implicit goals. 65 First, the list of the FSB members included securities commissions of a number of countries and IOSCO. 66 Second, after the Seoul Summit in 2010, the G-20 leaders requested the FSB to recommend a set of regulations for the shadow banking industry. 67 Securities form an important part of this industry because the shadow banking system uses securities 56 lending and repo transactions to fund hedge funds. 68 Shadow banking involves not only big commercial and investment banks, but firms of different sizes. 69 Although securities regulation was never the sole and explicit goal of the FSB, a careful review of its tasks in the context of international financial regulation demonstrates the importance of securities regulation to the board.
One of the FSB's unique advantages is that the board could identify the data gaps revealed by the global financial crisis and close those gaps. 70 Although the FSB has been regularly tracking financial data in a number of sectors, including securities, it expanded its work in response to the G-20's request. 71 The FSB joined forces with the IMF and, after extensive consultations with the experts from different sectors, they produced twenty recommendations regarding four areas, one of which includes cross-border financial linkages. 72 This investigative work has a great potential in securities regulation due to the comprehensive information of both domestic and foreign entities. 73 For example, information on the exposure of domestic banks to securities of nonbank financial institutions of foreign jurisdiction is useful in the event a nonbank financial institution shows signs of struggle. 74 The FSB as an organization is useful in securities regulation because it not only sets the standards, but coordinates other standard-setting bodies. 75 The board is also responsible for supervising the actions required to realize the improvements of the global financial system. 76 The FSB launched a peer review program in 2010 to test the effectiveness of the regulations developed by standard-setting bodies. 77 This measure encourages countries to conform to the promulgated standards. 78 Although the FSB's membership is limited, it includes the largest and fastest growing economies. 79 Thus, peer review by these countries reduces the risk of nonmembers' failure to regulate securities to affect the board's members.
However, the FSB's efficiency is not uniform. For example, the board struggled to timely report the progress on over-the-counter (OTC) deriva- tives market reform among the G-20 nations. 80 Certain countries' failure to cooperate due to their inability to move from the market analysis stage of the reform caused this delay. 81 Additionally, individual countries had their own visions of the required reforms in the OTC derivatives market, which often conflicted with the uniform regulatory framework. 82 For example, India refused to enforce electronic platform trading of OTC derivatives because India believed that it could retain the flexibility of OTC transaction by requiring reporting through a central trade reporting platform and central clearing. 83 This refusal undermines the goals of the G-20 because the countries like India do not conform to a uniform set of standards and expectations. 84 There are a number of ways the FSB can improve its performance and, as a result, increase its efficiency in the OTC derivatives market. First, the FSB needs to engage its members and encourage their participation to ensure open, inclusive discussions that will lead to homogenous and balanced regulation standards. 85 Otherwise, the discrepancy in the countries' compliance with the promulgated rules will create regulatory arbitrage. 86 This arbitrage will reduce the credibility of the FSB as organization and will further alienate the members. 87 C. The G-20 and IOSCO The G-20 was one of the first organizations that reacted to the global financial crisis by addressing the possible solutions to securities regulation at the Pittsburgh G-20 Summit. 88 The goal of the summit was to update international securities regulation. 89 The leaders of the member states asked their Finance Ministers to propose recommendations regarding "reviewing and aligning global accounting standards, particularly for complex securities in times of stress." 90 In addition to these discussions, the G-20 also proposed that issuers of risky securities (which were the root of the problem in the global financial crisis) must hold a proportion of those securities on their own account. 91 This proposal was approved and implemented into domestic regulation; for example, the European Parliament set five percent retention on the accounts of issuers. 92 One of the ways the G-20 can regulate securities is by exerting pressure directly on IOSCO, an international organization devoted specifically to securities regulation. 93 IOSCO is the only world organization that contains almost all securities commissions. 94 In that regard, the connection between the G-20 and FSB should not be underestimated because the FSB oversees the work of a number of standard-setting bodies, including IOSCO itself. 95 The FSB also acknowledged the role of IOSCO as international standard-setting body in the board's charter in 2009. 96 As a reaction to the global financial crisis, IOSCO set three main goals in its 2010 principles report: (1) to protect investors; (2) to ensure fairness, transparency and efficiency of the markets; and (3) to reduce systemic risks. 97 The organization stated these goals rather generally; that is why it produced a number of papers and reports with more specific objectives. 98 For example, IOSCO's paper Mitigating Systemic Risk: A Role for Securities Regulators, prepared by the organization's Technical Committee, explained the sources of the systemic risks and encouraged the regulators to be mindful of the gaps created by lightly regulated products. 99 The paper pointed out the tools available to the regulators (such as prudential and governance requirements) and reminded them that IOSCO can help with disclosure in international securities markets. 100 In addition, IOSCO realized that the global financial crisis mainly stemmed from financial innovations such as collateralized debt obligations, credit default swaps, and so on. 101 Therefore, IOSCO urged regulators to devise regulation with particular attention to the risks attached to financial innovations. 102 The organization recommended that the securities regulators review regulation of financing activities to ensure that evolving products do not escape regulatory coverage. 103 IOSCO also provided noticeable guidance in the regulation of hedge funds. 104 Hedge funds are pools of assets, which are usually securities, professionally managed through the use of investing techniques. 105 investment companies in a number of countries, such as the United States. 106 The harms that hedge funds contributed to the global financial crisis were so significant that the funds became a point of discussion of several G-20 meetings. 107 Finally, the G-20 decided that the hedge funds should be registered by the national regulators and the funds' managers must report systemically important data to these regulators. 108 As a response to this decision, IOSCO issued a report on hedge fund regulation, which incorporated the organization's own research and comments from the public and the industry members. 109 This report included six recommendations aimed at investor protection and avoidance of systemic risks posed by hedge funds, such as disclosure of managers' conflicts of interests and ways managers deal with those conflicts. 110 The United States and the European Union followed this report and responded with legislation. For example, the Dodd-Frank Act requires hedge funds to register with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). 111 The European Union also produced two pieces of legislation: one for Alternative Investment Fund (AIF)-which includes hedge funds-and Alternative Investment Fund Managers (AIFM). 112 Major cross-border financial institutions with presence in both the United States and the European Union will have to conform to the Dodd-Frank and AIF/AIFM. 113 IOSCO offers a number of advantages in securities regulation. 114 First, as a standard-setting body, it can encourage the members to enter into agreements to address issues such as sharing of data and coordinating action on risks. 115 Second, the organization can highlight the areas in securities regulation that need urgent reform through its Technical Committee. 116 The problem with analyzing the efficiency of the G-20 securities regulation through IOSCO is that IOSCO includes members besides the G-20 countries. 117 These members are often emerging markets; thus, IOSCO needs to formulate general principles that can accommodate these markets as well as the developed ones. 118 Considering the challenge IOSCO faces, it is difficult to determine whether the G-20 exerts enough pressure on the IOSCO to promulgate certain securities policies or IOSCO simply cannot 106 implement these policies without hurting the emerging markets. On the other hand, the G-20 itself includes emerging markets (such as Mexico), 119 which means that some of the emerging market countries participated in the production of the regulations. 120 Therefore, it is much more likely that these participants will conform to the regulations in comparison to the markets that are forced to comply with these regulations. Although the cooperation between the G-20 and IOSCO is not always perfect, a number of instances that demonstrate uniformity of goals in securities regulation. 121 For example, IOSCO has a program to help the members evaluate their own securities regulation against the principles promulgated by IOSCO. 122 The G-20 endorsed these principles by recommending its members submit to the Financial Sector Assessment Program (FSAP) and undergo periodic peer review using IOSCO Principles. 123 Another example of cooperation between the G-20 and IOSCO is that IOSCO Principles reflect the goals of the G-20 leaders. 124 These principles pursue three main objectives: (1) protection of investors; (2) promotion of market's fairness, efficiency and transparency; (3) reduction of systemic risk. 125 These objectives resemble the G-20's goals discussed during the Seoul Summit in 2010. 126 Although the G-20's goals targeted financial regulation in general, securities regulation is a concrete example of financial regulation. The G-20 paid a particular attention to the issue of systemic risk; in fact, this issue was addressed almost immediately after crisis at the Washington Summit in 2008. 127 Despite IOSCO's shortcomings and challenging diversity of its member body, the organization has capacity to become more efficient in securities regulation. 128 For instance, IOSCO's cooperation with various bodies such as the World Bank can be used to help IOSCO become a supervisory convergence organization rather than a simple harmonizer of standards. 129 Additionally, the diversity of the markets within the G-20 presents a challenge for devising a common set of regulations because different markets have their own understanding of the necessary regulation. 130 For example, the United States and the United Kingdom prefer greater market freedom, whereas countries of the continental Europe, such as France, think it is important to have tighter regulation system, especially in the aftermath of the crisis. 131 Considering these differences, the difficulties in achieving common objectives are no longer surprising.
Another commonly shared critique of the G-20 is that despite the G-20's diversity of the members, the organization still faces the same problems as the G-7: too many leaders present in the same room and weak political mandate. 132 The increased number of leaders means that the time that could have been spent discussing solutions is dedicated to the rehearsed speeches of the leaders. 133 Additionally, the structure of the organization (consisting mainly of finance ministers) ignores the political reality that some countries' regulation systems are more complex. 134 For example, the U.S. regulatory authority does not consist only of ministers, but also of several agencies that often have to share their authority; such system complicates compliance with the promulgated rules of the G-20. 135 Ultimately, the G-20 communiqués are not enforceable and that is why the G-20 relies on the reputation of its members to conform to the promulgated standards and policies. 136 For example, if a G-20 country does not conform to the communiqués, it will have a difficulty promoting its own policies in the future. 137 
D. The G-20 and Cross-Border Securities Investments
The amount of cross-border securities investments had been steadily increasing until the global financial crisis took place. 138 For example, the share of debt securities held by cross-border investors jumped by eight percent from 2001 to 2007, whereas the share decreased by three percent from 2009 to 2012. 139 Although the IMF's Coordinated Portfolio Investment Survey (CPIS) has tracked cross-border securities investments, policy makers have largely ignored these data. 140 The global financial crisis demonstrated the global significance of the cross-border securities investment and the need for the G-20 to closely monitor the investments' rates and issuance of securities globally.
The Handbook on Securities Statistics (Handbook), joint work of the IMF, the European Central Bank (ECB) and the Bank for International Set- tlements (BIS), represents an attempt to track securities information. 141 The G-20 endorsed the development of the Handbook through the FSB and IMF's 2009 report "The Financial Crisis and Information Gaps." 142 The global crisis demonstrated that more stringent supervision of securities is crucial to restoration of financial health worldwide. 143 The three parts of the Handbook provides data on debt and equity securities. 144 One of the benefits of the Handbook is that its data is internationally comparable because the central banks and financial experts of a number of countries contributed information. 145 The availability of internationally comparable securities data allows countries to come up with more efficient fiscal policies. 146 The Handbook contains comprehensive information on securities, including institutions dealing with debt and equity securities, differences between subtypes of debt and equity securities, and so on. 147 The IMF's work in the area of cross-border securities also deserves recognition. 148 In response to the criticism that information from the Coordinated Portfolio Investment Survey (CPIS) was relatively obscure, the IMF decided to conduct the CPIS twice instead of once a year. 149 Semiannual reporting should decrease delay in the release of results. 150 However, there are still a number of weaknesses in the conduction of the survey. For example, the CPIS should increase the number of countries covered because at the moment only twenty-five countries that the IMF considers to have systemically important financial sectors participate. 151 However, the global financial crisis demonstrated the interconnectedness of the global financial system. Although a particular country might not be systemically important, the decline of such country's financial health can severely affect a systemically important country.
E. Credit Default Swaps
Credit default swaps (CDS) are instruments supposed to cover holders against default on an underlying security. 152 In other words, CDS are conceptually insurance contracts against the cost of default of a company. 153 They are considered as a type of OTC credit derivatives. 154 Issuers of these instruments have no obligation to retain reserves for potential liabilities and, therefore, could issue unlimited quantities of swaps; it is not surprising that these instruments contributed to market destabilization in the global financial crisis. 155 The downfall of AIG is a concrete example of swaps' destructive role in the crisis. 156 Thus, it is not surprising that CDS were on the agenda at the G-20 Washington Summit in 2008. 157 The need for immediate regulatory actions was so obvious that CDS were listed in "Immediate Actions by March 31, 2009," stipulated by all the G-20 leaders at the summit. 158 The fear of CDS' systemic risk motivated some of the regulators to propose a ban on the swaps; however, the majority of leaders (such as the United States President George W. Bush) opposed complete banning and offered more stringent oversight and regulation of the instrument. 159 Additionally, CDS can be useful means of risk allocation. 160 However, the opacity of the CDS markets destroyed its utility and contributed to the crisis; therefore, the need for restorative regulation was obvious. 161 Although everyone at the Washington Summit understood that urgent action was required, there was little consensus on which particular course of action to pursue. 162 The G-20 realized that they would need help from a standard-setting body and, as in a number of issues in securities regulation, they requested that help from IOSCO. 163 After the Cannes Summit in 2011, the G-20 asked IOSCO to prepare a report assessing "the functioning of credit default swap (CDS) markets and the role of those markets in price formation of underlying assets." 164 This report was due by the next G-20 summit in Los Cabos. 165 This report addresses issues raised at the Cannes Summit, such as a need to harmonize policies across borders and increase cooperation between regulators. 166 In addition to these issues, IOSCO's report discusses recent changes and trends in CDS markets as well as provides information about trading, pricing and clearing of CDS. 167 countries with lack of available finance such as China. 178 However, the G-20 also realized the risks associated with crowdfunding, primarily the concern about financial safety of investors. 179 Once the G-20 openly addressed crowdfunding, the need to take at least some kind of monitoring action was obvious. 180 Thus, several standard-setting bodies decided to approach regulation of crowdfunding out of their own initiative.
For example, the IOSCO, duly noting the advantages of crowdfunding, urged to strengthen regulation in this area to protect investors. 181 Its survey findings from twenty-three IOSCO members in the "Crowdfunding 2015 Survey Responses Report" (''Survey Report") highlight major risks for investors that invest in crowdfunding. 182 One of the biggest problems is the absence of secondary market for crowdfunding securities, which may limit the investor's ability to sell or liquidate these securities. 183 However, IOSCO refrained from proposing international standards, explained that most regulatory regimes have just been implemented, and therefore preferred wait-and-see approach. 184 This approach might be the most optimal one at this stage because the G-20 member countries differ greatly in their approach to the role crowdfunding plays in their respective financial markets. 185 For example, the U.S. strongly favors crowdfunding; the Jumpstart Our Business Startups (JOBS) Act provides venues for expanding the use of crowdfunding. 186 On the other hand, countries such as Italy and Germany prefer to restrict crowdfunding through stricter regulation. 187 For example, Italian legislation requires its crowdfunding platforms to partner with banks and other financial institutions licensed to operate on traditional regulated market. 188 In the light of these differences and comparative recency of crowdfunding as alternative funding, IOSCO's reluctance to propose universal standards and rules becomes understandable.
G. What Can Be Improved about the G-20's Work and the Achievements of the G-20 in Securities Regulation
One of the areas of securities regulation that has not seen many real changes is shadow banking, particularly securities financing. 189 Shadow banking involves non-banking entities, but these entities are also prone to runs and contagions due to the leveraged nature of the financial product involved. 190 After the Seoul Summit of 2010, the G-20 requested the FSB to produce recommendations on shadow banking. 191 Although the FSB responded to the request by proposing a framework of numerical haircuts on securities financing in 2013, there was no regulatory action taken. 192 Two years later, the BIS also produced their recommendations on haircut floors for non-centrally cleared securities financing transactions. However, there is no legislative response up to this date from the members of the G-20. 193 The members provide various explanations for the absence of legislative action to bring recommendations to life. For example, the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB) highlights the fact that there is no harmonized definition of procyclicality or leverage in the current European Union legislation, and this fact complicates the attempts to implement the FSB's proposal. 194 The ESRB also blames a lack of consensus on the difficulty of designing a system-wide framework to tackle the build-up of leverage specifically applicable to securities financing transactions. 195 On the other hand, the ESRB admits that the FSB's recommendations are internationally agreed proposals. 196 Thus, the absence of a harmonized definition of procyclicality or leverage cannot explain the lack of legislation in the European Union, while three years have passed since the FSB's proposal. 197 Besides the lack of action in securities financing, the crux of the G-20's criticism comes from its ultimate structure. 198 Therefore, the recommendations for improvement will target the organization itself instead of particular initiatives concerning securities regulation. G-20's positive experience with the ESMID program suggests that the G-20 can meaningfully affect securities regulation if the measure is targeted at particular countries. However, it does not mean that the regulations aimed at diverse group of countries such as the G-20 are doomed to be inefficient. The G-20 needs to focus on factors that are common for both developed and developing economies. 199 For example, the organization should prioritize increasing resources for infrastructure development because it is useful both for the developed economies as well as emerging markets. 200 The G-20 should also ensure that the organizations that were asked to provide cooperation (such as the IMF) actually comply with the set deadlines to promote credibility and trustworthiness of these organizations. 201 The Group should also keep in mind that when several organizations, such as the IOSCO, FSB and IMF work on the same issue upon the G-20's request, their actions can be poorly coordinated. 202 Despite numerous criticisms of the G-20, the organization has several noteworthy achievements in the area of securities regulation. 203 For example, at the G-20's request, the FSB has been conducting annual monitoring exercises among its twenty four members in the area of shadow banking. 204 Overall, the FSB's role in developing specific measures to tackle the consequences of the global financial crisis has strengthened since 2008. 205 At the very least, the G-20 meetings resulted in providing frameworks for securities regulation, which later were used to devise specific measures. 206 The organization's reports follows the work of standard-setting bodies such as IOSCO to ensure that the framework the G-20 developed is used to produce actual results. 207 The cooperation between the G-20 and the IOSCO deserves special attention as another testimony to the G-20's achievements in securities regulation. 208 Firstly, the IOSCO's Technical Committee created a task force to help the G-20 in mitigating the consequences of the global financial crisis. 209 This task force collaborated with the BCBS and the IAIS to produce a report Differentiated Nature and Scope of Financial Regulation. 210 This report includes recommendations to reduce differences in regulation of different sectors, including securities regulation. 211 The report explicitly acknowledges that, "This report is part of a global effort to reform and strengthen financial regulation by the G-20 Leaders." 212 Finally, it is worth remembering that although the standards promulgated by the G-20 and its partners (such as the IOSCO and the FSB) are soft standards in the majority of the times, it does not mean that the leaders of the member countries will ignore the rules. 213 A number of factors (such as the fact that people in charge of implementing securities regulation domestically are not always political appointees) demonstrate that there is more hope to the organization's efficiency. 214 Another advantage of the G-20 is that the organization can provide unique supervision of the regulations through peer review. 215 Often, international financial regulation requires cooperation between two sets of bodies: sectoral standardsetting body such as the IOSCO and a broader organization such as the G-20. 216
Conclusion
Although the G-20's efforts and initiatives in securities regulation were not flawless, it should be kept in mind that the global financial crisis brought unprecedented amount of instability and uncertainty. 217 It is not surprising that the G-20 leaders could not state more specific goals, especially at the first summits, because they did not have a full understanding of the details involved in securities regulation. 218 For example, the G-20 did not realize the significance of cross-border securities immediately. 219 However, once the G-20 would realize the extent and complexity of a phenomenon, they would take an immediate action. The example with crossborder securities serves as a proof; the G-20 endorsed the development of the Handbook on Securities Statistics as early as in 2009. 220 Additionally, securities regulation involves a number of subgroups and issues, such as cross-border securities, credit default swaps, OTC derivatives, and so on. 221 As time passed, new related areas emerged, such as crowdfunding. 222 It is hard to produce the same high level of efficiency in regulation of these numerous areas because of the diversity of the G-20's member body. Sometimes wait-and-see approach, although not ideal, might be the only workable solution when the regulatory regimes of the member countries cannot be reconciled, as is the case with crowdfunding at the moment. 223 Despite criticisms, the G-20 was instrumental in strengthening the authority of standard-setting bodies such as IOSCO and the FSB in securities regulation. Both organizations provided projects at the G-20's direct requests, as was the case with the Handbook on Securities Statistics and the FSB's recommendations on shadow banking. 224 223. See, e.g., Torris, supra note 185. 224. See, e.g., Lee, supra note 67, at 526 (2015); see also Handbook on Securities Statistics, supra note 220.
